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Chapter I 
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to determine how the general education 
teacher perceived elementary students with mild disabilities in their classroom.
Since 1975, Federal law has encouraged the incorporation of children with 
special needs into the general education classroom, under the supervision of general 
education teachers(Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975). This act 
is also called Public Law(PL 94-142). Also, since the passage of the Individuals 
with Disabilities Act(IDEA) of 1990 (PL101-476) there has been a mandate that 
students with special needs be in the least restrictive environment to meet their 
needs (Marino & Monahan, 1996). To accommodate these Federal policies of 
“inclusion”, some states are now requiring their teachers to take an introductory 
special education class on the characteristics and behaviors of special students.
With this in mind, the researcher had to define some critical terms that were 
used. Inclusion is a term used to challenge schools to the philosophy that all 
students can learn, even those with disabilities. The terms used in the early years of 
this movement were Least Restrictive Environment(LRE) and mainstreaming. LRE 
is the language of the Education for the Handicapped Children Act passed in 1975 
by the United States Congress and states that all children with disabilities should be
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2educated to the maximum extent possible with their nondisabled peers. 
Mainstreaming evolved from this with its focus on placement of disabled students 
in general education classes.
Inclusion is a movement that seeks to create schools and other institutions 
based on meeting the needs of all learners as well as respecting and learning from 
each other’s differences. Inclusionary schools seek to establish communities of 
learners by educating all students together in age-appropriate, general education 
classrooms in their neighborhood schools. Although inclusion has focused on 
individuals with disabilities, it is designed to alter the philosophy for educating all 
students (Stainback, Stainback & Stefanich, 1996). Data from the United States 
Department of Education have indicated that approximately 73% of students with 
disabilities receive their instructional program in general education classrooms and 
resource room settings, and 95% of the students with disabilities are served in 
general education schools.
Another word that needs to be defined is team. The most critical part of 
inclusion is the team, which is often called the individual student planning team. A 
major goal of the team should be to minimize pulling the student out of activities by 
incorporating instruction that is meaningful to the student into the general education 
activities wherever possible. The team should determine the concerns that guide the 
development of the student’s program such as the student’s educational strengths 
and needs, and priority skills to be taught. Then, the team analyzes how the 
student’s needs can be met in the general education classes. Finally, the team 
implements the plan, monitors progress, and plans for the student’s movement to 
the next grade (Giangreco, 1996).
3A team should consist of core and extended members. Core team members 
consist of the student, parents, special education teacher and the student’s general 
education teacher. Extended team members consist of guidance counselor, nurse, 
student’s peers, and others. The team needs to identify the following areas of 
critical concerns for planning development. They are: academics; social acceptance 
and friendships; health and safety; self-concept and self-esteem; choice making; 
self-control; and inclusion in integrated activities. Team members must determine if 
student needs can be met through general education classes (Giangreco, 1996).
As the movement towards full inclusion becomes a reality in many school 
districts, more school personnel are adopting a collaborative approach to serving 
students with special needs. In a collaborative approach to providing services, all 
students are educated together in high-quality, age appropriate, general education 
classroom with the assistance of special education and related -service providers. 
General education teachers along with special educators share the responsibility for 
all activities related to planning and delivering of instruction, as well as evaluating, 
grading, and disciplining students.
A frequently asked question by general educators is will the adaptations for 
students with special needs be at the expense of students without disabilities? This 
is where the effective teaching strategies come into play. If a teacher can use these 
strategies then there should be no ill effect on any of the general education students. 
Effective teaching strategies could include, but are not limited to: reduction in the 
number of problems assigned, a different grading scale, present information 
through a multisensory approach, provide several options for student to 
demonstrate knowledge(oral, written, diagrams), provide study guides that identify
4key vocabulary and concepts, and allow extra time for work completion 
(deBettencourt, 1999).
The subjects for the researcher’s study were general education teachers of 
elementary students, kindergarten through fourth grade and also, in this paper, the 
term students with mild disabilities refers mainly to those with learning disabilities. 
The following research questions were addressed by this study:
1. What were general education teachers attitudes toward inclusion?
2. What was the level of training for teachers with inclusion students?
3. What were the most often utilized teaching strategies implemented by the 
general education teachers for their students with disabilities?
Chapter II
Review of the literature
The purpose of this study was to determine how general education teachers 
perceived elementary students with mild disabilities in their classroom. In order to 
address this concern, the following areas were addressed:
1. Teacher attitudes
2. Teacher training
3. Teacher adaptations and strategies
4. Teacher collaboration
Teacher attitudes
According to Idol (1997), inclusion is 100% placement in general 
education. An important element in bringing about effective change is to build an 
atmosphere for supporting teachers in sharing their attitudes and beliefs. People 
need safe, professional environments where their attitudes can be explored, shared, 
and challenged. Negative attitudes can cause harm to the efforts to include all 
students among other staff members. There are many differing opinions on 
inclusion. The most conservative stance was taken by the American Federation of 
Teachers (1993) and the Learning Disabilities Association(LDA), both of whom 
oppose full inclusion (Jobe and Rust, 1996). The National Association of State
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6Boards of Education (1992) encourages inclusion and defines it to include a full 
continuum of placements, appropriate class size, and technical assistance for 
teachers. Jobe and Rust (1996) give five reasons why some teachers resist 
inclusion:
1. Classroom teachers are accustomed to referring students for 
placement when they experience difficulty in the classroom.
2. Special education teachers are protective of their students 
and believe they are the only teachers for their students.
3. Teachers focus on the size of the class and the unfairness to 
the other students when they treat another student differently.
4. Teachers believe students with moderate and severe 
handicaps must be paired with an adult at all times.
5. Faculty and staff lack experience with people with 
handicapping conditions (p. 152).
General education teachers are important informants about the resources and 
supports that are necessary for carrying out inclusive education. In a study 
conducted by Snyder and Wolery (1996), they wanted to: 1) identify elementary 
teachers perceptions related to their need for resources and supports when including 
students, 2) identify their perceptions about the availability of those supports and 
resources, and 3) find out if their perceptions differed as a function of their 
perceptions of the severity of the disabilities when students were enrolled. The 
findings suggest that teachers’ perceptions of their needs for resources/support are 
related to their ratings of the severity of their students’ disabilities. The more severe 
the student’s disabilities were perceived, the greater discrepancy between the
7teachers’ perceived need for and the availability of resources/support.
Teacher attitude is one of the most important variables in determining the 
success of innovative programs in special education. In a study conducted by Jobe 
and Rust (1996), a national sample of teachers were surveyed to determine what 
they thought about inclusion. The findings indicate that when teacher attitudes are 
averaged together, they are rather neutral. The teachers did not posses strongly 
negative attitudes toward inclusion. The study by Jobe and Rust (1996), suggest 
teacher educators should model a positive attitude toward inclusion and respect 
other professional opinions. There should be continuous pre-service and in-service 
education focusing on attitudes that enable all teachers to work effectively with 
students who may have special needs.
According to Bear and Minke (1996) general education teachers in the 
inclusive classroom tended to report positive views toward inclusion, higher levels 
of personal efficacy, and higher ratings of their own competence similar to those of 
the special education teachers. This is because the special education teachers were 
fully integrated in the inclusive classrooms. General classroom teachers in 
traditional classrooms held the least positive perceptions. The areas the study 
covered were: perceptions of self-efficacy, competence, teaching satisfaction, 
attitude toward inclusion, and judgments of the appropriateness of classroom 
adaptations. They viewed classroom adaptations as less feasible and to be less 
frequently used. A major criticism of inclusion in this study is that radical changes 
are expected of the general education teachers without really showing that the 
teachers actually support these changes. Most of the teachers in this survey did not 
view the classroom as a setting in which these students needs could actually be met;
8however general education teachers currently working within an integrated 
classroom setting held views more like those of their special education counterparts. 
The overall view held by the general education teachers was successful inclusion 
requires adequate support and assistance to teachers.
Teachers must be supported in a variety of ways if they are to react to 
inclusion favorably. One very important way, according to Idol (1997), is to offer 
comprehensive professional development opportunities in essential areas such as: 
effective instruction of difficult-to-teach students in general education programs; 
collaborative skills in communicating, interacting, and problem solving; key issues 
in program development and implementation; and interpersonal attitudes and beliefs 
related to inclusion.
Teacher training
Roach (1995), states that teacher training for inclusion covers four major
areas:
1. Site visits-classroom observations and videotapes of inclusive 
classrooms are key to providing a frame of reference for teachers.
2. Situation-specific problem solving sessions-teachers report that 
they would like to determine what areas they need training in 
after they have had some day-to-day experiences in their own 
inclusive classrooms.
3. Training on instructional strategies and curricular adaptations- 
these sessions focus primarily on a variety of instructional 
techniques.
4. In-service training on the change process-this area would help
9staff members understand and cope with the stress and anxiety 
connected with the dramatic change associated with restructuring 
and working in inclusive settings (pp. 298-299).
In-service training must be comprehensive and complete so the inclusion 
process can take place. Stoler (1992), studied attitudes of elementary school 
teachers toward the inclusion of all students with disabilities. Results indicated the 
more special education courses the teachers had taken, the more positive their 
attitudes were toward inclusion. Teachers who had in-service training showed 
more positive attitudes toward inclusion than those teachers without such training.
A study conducted by Snyder and Wolery (1996) reported that teachers who 
have students with disabilities in their classrooms reported large discrepancies in the 
availability of and need for items in the category of training. On the questionnaire, 
participants were asked the areas in which they earned degrees, formal training in 
special education, and the number of years of full time teaching experience. Eighty- 
eight percent of the respondents were female. Eighty-six out of 1,430 respondents 
reported holding a degree with a concentration in special education . A slight 
majority reported having completed at least one course in special education, and a 
quarter of the respondents reported having completed three or more courses. They 
reported needing in-service training at the onset of the school year, regular and 
ongoing training, opportunities to attend conferences, and the chance to observe 
other teachers. Their data suggest that many elementary teachers have students with 
disabilities enrolled in their classrooms, and these teachers report needing more 
resources and supports; although the perceived levels of the availability of those 
resources and supports are similar to those of their peers who do not have children
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with disabilities. The resources and supports were categorized into five areas by 
the teachers: training, materials and physical resources, additional personnel, 
personal support, and issues related to contact and meetings.
In 1981, the State of Georgia mandated that, all teachers certified to teach in 
grades kindergarten through grade twelve, must take an introductory special 
education course on the characteristics and behaviors of special students. The law is 
enforced by the Georgia Professional Standards Commission for teachers who 
wish to become certified, reinstate expired certificates, add new teaching fields, or 
update certificates. A survey was given to the general education teachers after 
completing a special education course, and again after they had experienced a 
minimum of three years in teaching. In the results of the survey these points were 
observed: a) a willingness to accept a wide variety of challenging students, and b) 
stability of the teachers’ attitudes with time. The teachers initially scored 88% as 
acceptable for inclusion into the regular classroom, provided adequate resources 
were available. In the follow-up survey, 47% of responses were scored identically 
in both survey sessions. When the teachers changed their impression of a scenario 
between the initial and final surveys, the migration from one score to another 
appeared to be evenly divided between optimistic(25%) and pessimistic(28%) 
shifts. This data suggested that following adequate introductory education teachers’ 
views on the possible inclusion of students with disabilities will remain stable with 
the passage of time and experience (Lanier and Lanier, 1996).
According to Jobe and Rust (1996), teachers with differing levels of 
education had different perceptions of inclusion. The higher the education level, the 
more negative the attitudes were towards inclusion. They also observed differences
11
in perceptions based on special education course work. The more special education 
course work the teachers had completed, the more positive their attitudes were 
toward inclusion.
Teacher strategies
Items teachers identified as barriers to making accommodations for students 
with disabilities in a study by Schumm and Vaughn (1995) are:
1. time consuming in respect to teacher planning and 
preparation
2. difficult to implement while maintaining class order
3. compromise the content and pacing of instruction for 
average and high achieving students
4. brings undue attention to students with learning challenges
5. does not prepare students for the real world where no 
adaptations are made (p. 174).
Five key implications on the utilization of adaptive strategies in general 
education can be identified. One is teacher training programs must be designed to 
ensure that both preservice and in-service teachers are prepared to implement the 
instruction in inclusionary environments. Another implication is schools must 
ensure that teachers are provided whatever is necessary to meet the needs of all 
students in general education classrooms. Also, general and special educators 
should share the responsibility for educating students with disabilities, with the 
common goal being to provide an optimal learning environment. The fourth 
implication is school systems should pursue initiatives that increase teacher 
knowledge of the documented best practices that promotes learning for all students.
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The last implication is research should continue on the relationships between teacher 
attitudes, backgrounds, and use of instructional strategies that are recognized to 
meet the needs of students with disabilities in general education settings.
(Schumm and Vaughn, 1995).
In a study of one school, Baker and Zigmond (1990), found that teachers in 
twelve general education classes employed very few modifications other than the 
recommended instructional strategies from the teacher’s instructional manuals. 
General education teachers report making very few modifications in instruction to 
accommodate children with disabilities (Munson, 1986-1987; Myles & Simpson, 
1989). Research conducted by Munson (1986-1987), and by Myles & Simpson 
(1989) suggest that general education teachers did not utilize the types of modified 
instructional strategies that would facilitate successful learning by children with LD 
in general education classrooms.
Results from a study by Bender and Vail (1995), indicate that teachers do 
not utilize strategies known to facilitate academic achievement for children with LD. 
They state that teachers will make minor adaptations for low-achieving students, but 
they are reluctant to make the more substantive modifications that may be necessary 
for the inclusion for students with LD.
According to Roach (1995), inclusive teachers report that they make several 
kinds of instructional adaptations in order to accommodate the needs of students 
with disabilities. The changes they make are the types of strategies that school 
reformers have been imploring teachers to use for years. These include making 
small adjustments in instruction for students with disabilities such as: telling them 
page numbers, and accepting reports with fewer pages.
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Instructional adaptations require teachers to implement alternative teaching 
actions such as modifying materials, assignments, testing procedures, and grading 
criteria in order to enhance the success of students with disabilities in the general 
classroom setting (Baker & Zigmond, 1995). Special educators have recommended 
a wide variety of instructional adaptations through which classroom teachers can 
modify their teaching practices. A useful approach to classifying instructional 
adaptations is by considering them either typical/routine or substantial/specialized. 
Typical adaptations are strategies directed toward the class as a whole or are minor 
adaptations that the teacher might make for any student. Substantial adaptations 
refer to individually tailored adjustments intended to address the needs of the 
individual student with disabilities for example: breaking tasks into small steps, 
giving immediate feedback, and taping textbooks. Limitations in training and 
insufficient levels of support provides significant barriers to the use of instructional 
adaptations
Within the context of inclusion, teacher acceptance of various adaptations is 
a critical issue in understanding why accommodations are or are not made for 
students with disabilities. Teacher acceptability refers to the extent to which 
classroom teachers view adaptive strategies as effective, fair, easy to use, and 
appropriate for their setting (Kazdin, 1980).
Teachercollaboration
According to Johnson & Pugach (1995), the term team means shared 
responsibility in problem solving and decision making. Teaming suggests that 
specialists from special education, school psychology, counseling, social work, 
and other related services are working together or with classroom teachers to meet a
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common goal.
Team teaching is one area in sharing responsibility and decision making. 
There are various terms regarding team teaching and delivery of instruction in the 
classroom, many of which are used synonymously. Team teaching may be termed 
as collaboration in schools or co-teaching. Cook and Friend (1996) defined co­
teaching as two or more professionals delivering instruction to a diverse group of 
students in a single place. They describe five variations of co-teaching:
1. One teaching/one assisting-one teacher takes an instructional lead 
while the other moves about the room assisting students.
2. Station teaching-students rotate from one teacher station to the 
other.
3. Parallel teaching-both teachers jointly plan the instruction but 
divide the class into halves, each teacher has responsibility for 
their half of the class.
4. Alternative teaching-this involves dividing the class into one large 
group and one smaller group. This allows for reteaching to a 
smaller group of students.
5. Team teaching-teachers take turns in leading a discussion or two 
teachers play roles in a demonstration (p. 156).
Bauwens and Hourcade (1995) defined cooperative teaching which is a 
form of teaming as a restructuring of teaching procedures in which two or more 
educators work in a co-active and coordinated fashion to jointly teach groups of 
students in general classrooms. Since this is an entirely new way of thinking about 
teaching, teachers will need team training during staff development sessions. The
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training should involve demonstration, practice, and feedback.
One of the major emphasis of teaming is collaborative problem solving. A 
six step collaborative process is described by Idol (1994): Step 1: Goal-improved 
communication and group interaction skills; Step 2: Problem identification- 
instructional programs to be implemented; Step 3: Intervention recommendations- 
faculty strengths and weaknesses; Step 4: Intervention plan of action-modeling, 
demonstration, coaching; Step 5: Evaluation-student change, adult change, and 
system change; Step 6: Follow-up and redesign-to see if the process is working and 
to make changes.
Some other important variables when looking at teaming include: the 
number and type of students being educated in and out of the general education 
program, number and type of referrals to special education per year, types of 
problems solved by the collaborative teams, changes in interpersonal attitudes and 
beliefs among educators, changes in the faculty’s knowledge base and collaborative 
skills (Idol, 1994).
According to Giangreco (1996), the most critical part of inclusion is the 
team. If there is not a team of people willing to collaborate for inclusion of students 
with disabilities, then inclusion can not work. Fox and Williams (1996) state that 
the team should consist of a core group and extended team members as needed. 
Core team includes the special education teacher, the student, parents, and the 
student’s general education teacher. Extended team members consist of the 
counselor, nurse, and the student’s peers. The team needs to identify the following 
areas of critical concerns for planning development: academics, social acceptance, 
health and safety, self-concept, self-control, and inclusion in integrated activities.
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Team members must then determine if the student’s needs can be met through 
general education activities.
According to Roach (1995), teachers report that planning to work with 
another teacher is the hardest part of planning for inclusion. Teachers who work 
together in teams or who co-teach have to determine who will monitor the progress 
of the student’s IEP and who will plan which lessons. Teachers say the most 
important aspect of their role in instruction is the ability to remain flexible. In a 
study by deBettencourt (1999), fifty-five percent of the teachers surveyed said they 
spent less than one hour per week with the special education teacher.
In a survey conducted by Marino and Monahan (1996), 84% of their 
respondents indicated in the area of collaboration that special education and general 
education teachers should demonstrate collaboration for all students with special 
needs in the general education classroom to meet their learning needs. Sixty-three 
percent of their respondents indicated that by bringing the special education teacher 
into the regular education classrooms to support learners would not cause serious 
difficulties in determining who is in charge.
Bear and Minke (1996) conducted a survey of 320 general education 
teachers in traditional classrooms, and general and special education teachers who 
did co-teaching in an inclusive classroom. Teachers indicated that the use of 
rewards, contracts, and point card systems are more common among special 
education teachers. Teachers in each group (special or regular) saw special 
education teachers as more consistent, patient, calm, and tolerant when dealing with 
slow progress or behavior problems.
The review of the literature explored four aspects of inclusion: teacher
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attitudes, teacher training, teacher strategies, and teacher collaboration. The purpose 
of this study was to determine how the general education teacher perceived 
elementary students with mild disabilities in their classroom. As the research 
shows, general education teachers had a harder time accepting the special student 
into their class. Also, if the strategies were carried out in the classroom by either 
the general education teacher or special education teacher then inclusion was more 
feasible and more likely to be successful. Inclusion appears to be the way teaching 
and learning will occur in the U.S.. If it occurs, using the research as a 
framework, benefits will follow.
Chapter III 
Methodology
Objective
The purpose of this study was to determine how the general education 
teacher perceived elementary students with mild disabilities.
Research Questions
1. What are the general education teachers attitudes toward inclusion?
2. What was the level of training for general education teachers with 
inclusion students?
3. What were the most often utilized teaching strategies implemented by the 
general education teachers for their students with disabilities?
Procedures
a. Population and sample
The general population of this survey was all general education 
teachers in grades kindergarten through fourth grade. The sample was drawn from 
K-4 regular education teachers in a rural southeastern Ohio county. There were 
eight school districts in this county. The technique that the researcher used was a 
stratified random sampling. The teachers were subgrouped according to grade level. 
The total number of K-4 regular education teachers that were surveyed from each
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grade level were: kindergarten-38; first-41; second-38; third-31; and fourth-41.
b. Design
The type of research that was conducted was descriptive research. 
Written survey research was used to determine the following:
1. Teacher attitudes(perceptions)
2. Teacher training(years of experience, special education courses 
taken)
3. Teacher strategies and adaptations(accommodations, 
interventions)
4. Teacher collaboration-teams(inclusion, supports, resources)
The surveys were color coded for each individual school district. Surveys
were copied back to back and a piece of candy was attached to each survey. The 
surveys were personally delivered to each school district. The researcher went back 
to each school district to collect the surveys.
c. Instrumentation
A survey questionnaire consisting of four sections was 
constructed(see Appendix A). The first section requested the following 
demographic information from K-4 general education teachers surveyed: l)gender, 
2)current position, 3)years in current position, 4) years of teaching experience, 
5)highest level of education, 6)years of experience with students with disabilities, 
7)number of students with disabilities in the classroom, 8)total number of students 
in the classroom, and 9)courses taken in special education. Number six in the 
demographic information instructed the teacher to go no further in completing the 
survey, if their experience with students with disabilities in their classroom was
20
zero.
The questionnaire was self-developed from Bender and Vail (1995) and 
deBettencourt (1999) on inclusion and attitudes. The type of survey used was a 
personality nonprojective test. This type of nonprojective test used was called 
attitude scales. The way attitudes were measured was by the use of a Likert scale. 
Each item on the survey was rated ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5(strongly 
agree). The items were totaled to generate a composite score for each grade level 
and section. Measures of self-concept were referred to as measures of attitude.
A five question Likert scale was developed to assess teacher attitudes in the 
second section. The third section of the questionnaire dealt with teacher 
collaboration. There were five questions included in this section. In the next 
section, teacher training was assessed and included four questions. The last section 
of the survey instrument included adaptations and strategies. This section had 
fourteen questions assessing this area.
The researcher conducted a pilot study of the survey on one grade level at 
the school in which the researcher teaches. This pilot study yielded data concerning 
instrument deficiencies as well as suggestions for improvement of the survey. A 
cover letter was sent out with the questionnaire explaining the purposes and 
importance of the study.
d. Time factors
The Gantt chart method was used to keep track of time factors. The 
pilot study was conducted the first week of September. Revisions were made to the 
questionnaire during the second week of September. Questionnaires were hand 
delivered to the eight school districts during the third week of September. Two
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weeks later, the researcher telephoned and e-mailed each school district office to 
request the secretary to remind the teachers to complete the surveys. An envelope 
was provided at the school office to return the surveys. The surveys were collected 
the first week in October. The data was analyzed at the end of October until the 
second week in November.
e. Data analysis
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the data. Numerical data
was collected from the questionnaires and tabulated depending on the mean, 
median, and mode. The percentages for the data may not add up to 100% because 
the researcher rounded the percentages up. Categorical data was collected using 
percentages for gender, average number of years of teaching experience, number of 
years of experience with students with disabilities, and educational level.
Schedule of Activities for Study
Activities
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Dates
Selection of subjects 
Develop survey 
Pilot survey 
Revised survey 
Surveys delivered 
Survey reminder sent 
Collected surveys 
Data analysis 
Report preparation
August 28,1999 
September 4,1999 
September 7,1999 
September 11-15,1999 
September 18-22,1999
October 1,1999
October 7-8,1999
October 25-November 13,1999
August-December 19999
Chapter IV
Results
Of the 189 surveys sent, 78 were returned. Four of the surveys were 
discarded because the teachers had zero years experience with students with 
disabilities in their classroom. A summary of the demographic is as follows: 
100% of the respondents were female, they had an average of 13.7 years of 
teaching experience, they had 6.8 years of experience with students with 
disabilities, 51% of the teachers held Master’s degrees, and 49% held Bachelor 
degrees.
The survey was divided into four categories. The categories were not 
known to the respondents when they completed the survey. Questions 1-5 dealt 
with teacher attitudes, questions 6-10 dealt with teacher collaboration, questions 
11-14 dealt with teacher training, and questions 15-28 dealt with teacher 
adaptations and strategies.
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Response
Kindergarten
Teacher Attitudes
1
Table 1 - Kindergarten
2 3 4 5 Mean Mode Median
Question 1 0 0 1 9 3 4.15 4 4
Question 2 0 0 1 10 2 4.08 4 4
Question 3 0 0 1 11 1 4.00 4 4
Question 4 0 0 5 8 0 3.62 4 4
Question 5 0 0 1 9 3 4.15 4 4
Category Total 0 0 9 47 9 3.70 4 4
Kindergarten
Teacher Collaboration
Question 6 0 0 0 9 4 4.31 4 4
Question 7 0 0 2 6 5 4.23 4 4
Question 8 2 0 1 7 3 3.69 4 4
Question 9 4 0 2 6 1 3.00 4 4
Question 10 0 2 2 8 1 3.62 4 4
Category Total 6 2 7 36 14 3.80 4 4
Kindergarten
Teacher Training
Question 11 0 2 1 8 2 3.77 4 4
Question 12 0 2 2 7 2 3.69 4 4
Question 13 0 3 0 10 0 3.54 4 4
Question 14 0 1 3 7 2 3.77 4 4
Category Total 0 8 6 32 6 3.80 4 4
Kindergarten
Teacher Adaptations 
and Strategies
Question 15 0 0 0 9 4 4.31 4 4
Question 16 0 0 0 8 5 4.38 4 4
Question 17 0 0 0 7 6 4.46 4 4
Question 18 0 0 0 6 7 4.54 5 5
Question 19 0 0 0 6 7 4.54 5 5
Question 20 0 0 1 8 4 4.23 4 4
Question 21 0 0 0 6 7 4.54 5 5
Question 22 0 0 2 5 6 4.31 5 4
Question 23 0 0 1 6 6 4.38 4,5 4
Question 24 0 1 0 6 6 4.31 4,5 4
Question 25 0 0 3 5 5 4.15 4,5 4
Question 26 0 0 2 6 5 4.23 4 4
Question 27 0 1 2 6 4 4.00 4 4
Question 28 0 1 2 6 4 4.00 4 4
Category Total 0 3 13 90 76 4.10 4 4
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Table 1 reported the number of responses given for each section by 
kindergarten teachers. There were 13 kindergarten who completed the survey. In 
55% or more of the teachers’ responses, they indicated they believe in or support 
inclusion. 23% of the respondents stated they were neutral or disagreed with the 
amount of time they had to collaborate with other specialists. In the section on 
teacher training, 62% of the teachers agreed and 12% strongly agreed with the idea 
that they should have opportunities to attend in-services and to observe other 
teachers involved in inclusion. Only 9% of the kindergarten teachers stated they do 
not use any adaptations or strategies.
Chart 1 also shows the total number of responses and how the teachers 
responded in each category.
Chart 1-Kindergarten
□ Category #1-5 Questions
□ Category #3 - 4 Questions
■ Category #2 - 5 Questions 
0 Category #4 - 14 Questions
Table 2 - First Grade 25
Response 1 2 3 4 5 Mean Mode Median
1st Grade
Teacher Attitudes
Question 1 0 1 1 10 3 4.00 4 4
Question 2 1 0 1 10 3 3.93 4 4
Question 3 1 1 5 6 2 3.47 4 4
Question 4 1 0 4 8 2 3.67 4 4
Question 5 1 0 2 10 2 3.80 4 4
Category Total 4 2 13 44 12 18.87 4 4
1st Grade
Teacher Collaboration
Question 6 0 1 1 7 6 4.20 4 4
Question 7 0 0 3 7 5 4.13 4 4
Question 8 2 1 1 7 4 3.67 4 4
Question 9 3 4 1 4 3 3.00 2,4 3.5
Question 10 1 1 0 8 5 4.00 4 4
Category Total 6 7 6 33 23 19.00 4 4
1st Grade
Teacher Training
Question 11 1 1 4 6 3 3.60 4 4
Question 12 1 2 3 6 3 3.53 4 4
Question 13 0 0 0 12 3 4.20 4 4
Question 14 0 1 2 10 2 3.87 4 4
Category Total 2 4 9 34 11 15.20 4 4
1st Grade
Teacher Adaptations 
and Strategies
Question 15 0 0 0 11 4 4.27 4 4
Question 16 0 0 0 8 7 4.47 4 4.5
Question 17 0 0 0 7 8 4.53 5 5
Question 18 0 0 0 7 8 4.53 5 5
Question 19 0 1 0 6 8 4.40 5 5
Question 20 0 0 3 8 4 4.07 4 4
Question 21 0 0 0 8 7 4.47 4 4.5
Question 22 0 0 0 10 5 4.33 4 4
Question 23 0 0 0 9 6 4.40 4 4
Question 24 0 0 1 9 5 4.27 4 4
Question 25 1 3 6 3 2 3.13 4 3
Question 26 1 0 1 9 4 4.00 4 4
Question 27 1 1 7 3 3 3.40 3 3
Question 28 1 2 8 2 2 3.13 3 3
Category Total 4 7 26 100 73 57.40 4 4
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Table 2 surveyed first grade teachers on the same four categories as 
kindergarten teachers. Fifteen first grade teachers completed the survey. 75% of 
the teachers believed that inclusion was beneficial and had been successful in their 
schools. A majority of the teachers felt that they had adequate time for collaboration 
but, 17% of the respondents felt that they had little or no time for collaboration with 
other specialists. In 25% of the respondents, they indicated that they were neutral 
or disagreed with the statement as to whether they’d had opportunities to observe 
other teachers, attend conferences, or have regular and ongoing in-service training. 
The first grade teachers gave neutral responses to the two questions dealing with 
awarding separate grades or modifying the grading scale. This was indicated by the 
mode and the median on questions 27 and 28.
Chart 2 reports the total number of responses given, and how the teachers 
responded in each category.
Chart 2-First Grade
Responses
□ Category #1-5 Questions
□ Category #3 - 4 Questions
□ Category #2-5 Questions 
■ Category #4-14 Questions
Table 3 - Second Grade 27
Response 1 2 3 4 5 Mean Mode Median
2nd Grade
Teacher Attitudes
Question 1 0 1 2 12 1 3.81 4 4
Question 2 1 0 3 11 1 3.69 4 4
Question 3 0 3 2 9 2 3.63 4 4
Question 4 0 3 8 4 1 3.19 3 3
Question 5 1 1 1 11 2 3.75 4 4
Category Total 2 8 16 47 7 3.60 4 4
2nd Grade
Teacher Collaboration
Question 6 0 0 3 8 5 4.13 4 4
Question 7 1 1 2 8 4 3.81 4 4
Question 8 2 1 4 8 1 3.31 4 4
Question 9 6 1 2 7 0 2.63 4 3
Question 10 2 2 1 8 3 3.50 4 4
Category Total 11 5 12 39 13 3.40 4 4
2nd Grade
Teacher Training
Question 11 1 0 2 8 5 4.00 4 4
Question 12 3 0 3 8 2 3.38 4 4
Question 13 1 0 2 9 4 3.94 4 4
Question 14 1 0 4 7 4 3.81 4 4
Category Total 6 0 11 32 15 3.70 4 4
2nd Grade
Teacher Adaptations 
and Strategies
Question 15 0 0 1 9 6 4.31 4 4
Question 16 0 0 2 7 7 4.31 4,5 4
Question 17 0 0 0 7 9 4.56 5 5
Question 18 0 0 1 9 6 4.31 4 4
Question 19 0 0 0 8 8 4.50 4,5 5
Question 20 0 1 3 7 5 4.00 4 4
Question 21 0 0 1 9 6 4.31 4 4
Question 22 0 0 1 9 6 4.31 4 4
Question 23 0 0 2 6 8 4.38 5 5
Question 24 0 1 1 6 8 4.31 5 5
Question 25 1 3 5 3 4 3.38 3 3
Question 26 0 1 3 7 5 4.00 4 4
Question 27 1 2 5 7 1 3.31 4 4
Question 28 1 5 5 2 3 3.06 3,2 3
Category Total 3 13 30 96 82 4.00 4 4
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Results of second grade teachers are indicated on Table 3. There were 16 
second grade teachers who completed the survey. Second grade teacher attitudes 
reported that 33% of the respondents were either neutral or disagreed with the 
statements about inclusion being successful or beneficial for their students with 
disabilities. 35% of the teachers disagreed or had neutral feelings whether 
collaboration was taking place in their school. The respondents were split in their 
response to question 9 which dealt with release time for meetings. 6 of the teachers 
strongly disagreed with this question and 7 agreed with it. 73% of the respondents 
stated that they should have in-service training and opportunities to attend 
conferences and observe other teachers.
The second grade teachers had a neutral response to question 25 which 
stated, do you provide extra credit opportunities for your students with disabilities. 
This was determined by the mode and median. The teachers also had a neutral 
response to question 28 which stated, do you base your grades on a modified or 
different grading scale for your students with disabilities.
On Chart 3 were the total number of responses given, and how the teachers 
responded in each category.
Chan 3-Second Grade
150 1.........—------- =_-------------- --—. ....... ..........
135-------- _------------------------------- -------------------------------- --------------- ----
□ Category -1-5 Questions
□ Category #3 - 4 Questions
■ Category #2-5 Questions
■ Category #4-14 Questions
Table 4 - Third Grade 29
Response 1 2 3 4 5 Mean Mode Median
3rd Grade
Teacher Attitudes
Question 1 0 0 6 9 2 3.76 4 4
Question 2 0 1 5 9 2 3.71 4 4
Question 3 0 2 4 9 2 3.65 4 4
Question 4 0 3 4 9 1 3.47 4 4
Question 5 0 0 3 12 2 3.94 4 4
Category Total 0 6 22 48 9 18.53 4 4
3rd Grade
Teacher Collaboration
Question 6 0 1 0 10 6 4.24 4 4
Question 7 0 0 1 8 8 4.41 4,5 4
Question 8 0 3 3 7 4 3.71 4 4
Question 9 3 2 5 6 1 3.00 4 3
Question 10 0 3 2 9 3 3.71 4 4
Category Total 3 9 11 40 22 19.06 4 4
3rd Grade
Teacher Training
Question 11 0 2 2 11 2 3.76 4 4
Question 12 0 2 4 10 1 3.59 4 4
Question 13 0 2 6 9 0 3.41 4 4
Question 14 0 2 5 8 2 3.59 4 4
Category Total 0 8 17 38 5 14.35 4 4
3rd Grade
Teacher Adaptations 
and Strategies
Question 15 0 0 2 12 3 4.06 4 4
Question 16 0 2 1 9 5 4.00 4 4
Question 17 0 0 1 12 4 4.18 4 4
Question 18 0 0 1 13 3 4.12 4 4
Question 19 0 0 0 12 5 4.29 4 4
Question 20 0 0 0 13 4 4.24 4 4
Question 21 0 0 0 12 5 4.29 4 4
Question 22 0 0 3 12 2 3.94 4 4
Question 23 0 0 1 11 5 4.24 4 4
Question 24 0 0 4 9 4 4.00 4 4
Question 25 0 4 6 5 2 3.29 3 3
Question 26 0 1 1 11 4 4.06 4 4
Question 27 0 1 3 9 4 3.94 4 4
Question 28 0 1 4 10 2 3.76 4 4
Category Total 0 9 27 150 52 56.41 4 4
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Shown in Table 4 are the results of the third grade teachers responses to the 
survey. Third grade teachers responded to the survey the most with 17 of them 
completing the survey. 33% of the respondents either disagreed with or were 
neutral to the idea that inclusion has been successful or beneficial for their students. 
In 73% of the teachers surveyed, they felt they do have adequate time for 
collaboration. Of the five questions dealing with teacher collaboration, 63% of the 
teachers felt they should have in-service training and opportunities to attend 
conferences and to observe other teachers. Like the second grade teachers, the third 
grade teachers also responded neutrally to question 25, which stated, do you 
provide extra credit opportunities for your students with disabilities. This was 
found by using the measures of central tendency mode and median.
Chart 4 indicates the total number of responses given, and how the teachers 
responded in each category.
Chart 4-Third Grade
Responses
□ Category #1-5 Questions
□ Category #3 - 4 Questions
1 Category #2 - 5 Questions 
^Category #4 - 14 Questions
Table 5 - Fourth Grade 31
Response 1 2 3 4 5 Mean Mode Median
4th Grade
Teacher Attitudes
Question 1 1 1 2 8 4 3.81 4 4
Question 2 1 1 2 9 3 3.75 4 4
Question 3 1 3 0 9 3 3.63 4 4
Question 4 0 2 6 8 0 3.38 4 4
Question 5 0 1 6 9 0 3.50 4 4
Category Total 3 8 16 43 10 3.60 4 4
4th Grade
Teacher Collaboration
Question 6 0 0 0 8 8 4.50 4,5 5
Question 7 0 0 1 9 6 4.31 4 4
Question 8 2 3 3 6 2 3.19 4 4
Question 9 4 3 6 2 1 2.56 3 3
Question 10 0 1 2 10 3 3.94 4 4
Category Total 6 7 12 35 20 3.70 4 4
4th Grade
Teacher Training
Question 11 0 2 3 9 2 3.69 4 4
Question 12 0 2 2 10 2 3.75 4 4
Question 13 0 1 8 4 3 3.56 3 3
Question 14 0 1 6 5 4 3.75 3 4
Category Total 0 6 19 28 11 3.60 4 4
4th Grade
Teacher Adaptations 
and Strategies
Question 15 2 0 1 8 5 3.88 4 4
Question 16 0 2 0 7 7 4.19 4,5 4
Question 17 0 0 0 10 6 4.38 4 4
Question 18 2 2 2 7 3 3.44 4 4
Question 19 1 1 1 6 7 4.06 5 4
Question 20 2 0 1 11 2 3.69 4 4
Question 21 0 0 4 10 2 3.88 4 4
Question 22 0 0 7 7 2 3.69 3,4 4
Question 23 0 2 1 11 2 3.81 4 4
Question 24 0 2 4 8 2 3.63 4 4
Question 25 2 4 5 4 1 2.88 3 3
Question 26 0 1 0 11 4 4.13 4 4
Question 27 2 2 5 5 2 3.19 3,4 3
Question 28 2 0 5 9 0 3.31 4 4
Category Total 13 16 36 114 45 3.70 4 4
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The results for the fourth grade teachers are shown in Table 5. There were 
16 fourth grade teachers who completed the survey. In 34% of the teachers 
responses, they indicated that they were neutral or disagreed with the idea that 
inclusion has been successful or beneficial for their students with disabilities. 
Question 9 of the survey, stated do you have release time for meetings and, was 
answered with a neutral or a disagreed response. 61% of the teachers agreed or 
strongly agreed with the questions dealing with ongoing in-service training and 
opportunities to attend conferences and to observe other teachers. Fourth grade 
teachers responded with bi-modal answers to questions 22 and 27. Question 25 
had a mode and median of 3 and question 27 had a median of 3. Overall, fourth 
grade teachers are neutral in awarding separate grades for process and product, 
giving additional drill or practice, and providing extra credit opportunities to 
students with disabilities.
On Chart 5 were the total number of responses given and how the teachers 
responded in each category.
Chart 5-Fourth Grade
□ Category #1-5 Questions ■ Category - 5 Questions
□ Category #3 - 4 Questions ^Category *4 - 14 Questions
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Chart 6 reported the total responses for K-4 general education teachers who 
completed the survey.
Chart 6 - Total Responses K-4
3% 6%
■ Strongly Disagree
■ Disagree 
■Neutral
■ Agree
□ Strongly Agree
Chapter V 
Discussion
Results from this study suggest several interesting conclusions. The 
measures of central tendency used to tabulate results were mean, mode, and 
median. The mode and median throughout the findings was basically fours for all 
of the grade levels. Each grade level was broken down into four categories and 
they were: teacher attitudes, teacher collaboration, teacher training, and teacher 
adaptation and strategies. The mean was tabulated for each of these categories. 
The mean for the kindergarten teachers for each category was: teacher attitude-4.0, 
teacher collaboration-3.7, teacher training-3.6, and teacher adaptations and 
strategies-4.3. Next were the mean for the first grade teachers for each category: 
teacher attitude-3.7, teacher collaboration-3.8, teacher training-3.8, and teacher 
adaptations and strategies-4.1. The mean for the second grade teachers for each 
category was: teacher attitude-3.6, teacher collaboration-3.4, teacher training-3.7, 
and teacher adaptations and strategies-4.0. The mean for the third grade teachers 
for each category was: teacher attitude-3.7, teacher collaboration-3.8, teacher 
training-3.5, and teacher adaptations and strategies-4.0. The last grade level was 
fourth grade and the mean for each category was: teacher attitude-3.6, teacher 
collaboration-3.7, teacher training-3.6, and teacher adaptations and strategies-3.7.
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In all of the grade levels surveyed the highest mean occurred in teacher 
adaptations and strategies. All of the teachers agreed more strongly with the 
questions in this category than the other three categories. The fourth grade teachers 
mean totals were closer together than any other grade level. This indicates that their 
overall opinions of inclusion were favorable. The highest difference in means 
occurred in kindergarten concerning teacher adaptations and strategies and teacher 
training. The total mean for each of the grade levels was: kindergarten teachers- 
3.94, first grade teachers-3.86, second grade teachers-3.73, third grade teachers- 
3.78, and fourth grade teachers-3.67. Chart 6 reported the total responses for K-4 
general education teachers who completed the survey. 56% of the responses were 
marked as agree. This indicated that overall the teachers supported or believed in 
inclusion, they have collaboration with other specialists, they feel they should have 
training on teaching students with disabilities, and they utilize adaptations and 
strategies in the classroom.
These results were similar to earlier research conducted by Baker and 
Zigmond (1990) in the area of teacher adaptations and strategies. The teachers in 
this survey did not utilize different adaptations and strategies in the classroom. 
According to this analysis of the data, kindergarten teachers didn’t have an opinion 
of strongly disagree or disagree to the questions pertaining to teacher attitude, and 
all the other grade levels did.
Some of the teachers wrote comments on the surveys. Six of the teachers 
who responded to the survey said their attitude toward inclusion depends on the 
severity of the disability and the individual child. One teacher commented that a 
student can be in a wheelchair and still make straight A’s. Another teacher felt that
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class size is a factor, and the number of students with disabilities in one classroom 
should be limited. A teacher answered that there should be no beginning of the year 
in-service training or courses offered and that should be left to the special education 
teacher. This same teacher felt the students with disabilities should be taught by 
people trained for that specific disability. Another teacher felt the students with 
disabilities should be able to visit the regular classroom, but have their special 
education teacher with them.
One limitation to this study could be that the teachers answered the 
questions the way they thought the researcher wanted them to answer them, instead 
of being truthful. Another limitation to the study may be that the questionnaire 
which was self-developed by a special education teacher and may involve some 
bias. Some teachers responded to the questionnaire and had no prior teaching 
experience with students with disabilities according to the demographic data, but 
they were included in the results because they did have an opinion on the questions 
asked in each category. A limitation to the study was that some teachers may have 
reported using instructional adaptations and strategies that they did not, in reality, 
utilize. There were no male respondents to the survey which was a limitation. 
Another limitation was that validity studies have not been conducted on the tests 
used to construct this questionnaire. The charts were not really comparable because 
there was a different number of teachers who responded in each grade level.
It would appear in this section of Ohio the same issues of inclusion are 
being faced as those in other districts throughout the country. Based on the 
literature and the research, general education teachers need in-service and training 
on inclusion in order to meet the needs of students with disabilities. Administrators
3 7
should be aware that collaboration and a time to collaborate has to take place 
between the general education teacher and the special education teacher for inclusion 
to be successful. Further studies may be conducted to observe teachers in their 
classroom to see if they utilize strategies and their attitudes toward students with 
disabilities.
3 8
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disabilities in general education classes
8. Team meetings with specialists to discuss the children 
with disabilities (e.g. IAT’s, MFE’s)
9. Release time for meetings
10. Contact with other specialists (e.g. speech therapist, 
occupational therapist)
Should you have:
11. Beginning of the year inservice training or university courses on teaching 
children with disabilities
12. Regular and ongoing inservice training on teaching 
children with disabilities
13. Opportunities to attend conferences on teaching 
children with disabilities
14. Opportunities to observe other teachers who serve children 
with disabilities
Do you:(for students with disabilities)
15. Adjust length of assignments
16. Use peer tutors, volunteers, or aides to work individually
17. Give additional explicit oral or written instructions to the student
18. Provide hands-on activities,manipulatives
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Appendix B
Cover Letter
Dear Colleague,
This is a survey of general education teachers K-4 on inclusion. I am 
currently working on my Master’s degree at the University of Dayton. My thesis is 
on general education teachers attitudes toward inclusion. I am presently employed 
as a special education teacher at Wheelersburg Elementary.
The survey will be beneficial to all teachers because inclusion has become 
so prevalent in the schools. After the information is collected, the results will be 
tabulated and analyzed. All surveys collected will be anonymous. I will provide a 
brief summary of the results to each of the school districts surveyed.
Please take the time to complete the survey and return it to your school 
secretary, who will place them in an envelope which has been provided. The 
survey needs to be returned by October 8,1999. Thank you for your input.
Sincerely,
Tracy Debo
